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ABSTRACT
　This article looks at three issues in particular. First, it examines the risk 
assessment conducted in cases of domestic violence, which is a tool used as the 
basis for justifying intervention in accordance with a woman’s decision making 
rather than assessing and here objectives. In order to strike a better balance, 
the legal system needs to maintain the strengths of the risk assessment tool 
and the lethality assessment screening program, while minimizing unintended 
consequences with regard to a woman’s dignity and autonomy.
　The second main issue examined concerns privacy. In the past, the right to 
privacy concerned the family unit, rather than having an individual basis. That is, 
the family as a unit had the right to privacy vis-à-vis governmental intervention 
and regulation. The state often intervenes in the case of poor, single-mother 
families and seizes custody of the children not because the children have been 
or are at risk of being injured in some way, but rather because the mother has 
allegedly entered into an illicit relationship with an unsavory man, abused drugs 
or alcohol, or deviated in some way from traditional social norms.
　The third and final point of emphasis concerns the value of a public and 
private sector consensus on policy issues whose scope extends beyond gender, 
thereby achieving a fruitful balance aimed at ameliorating a broad range of group 
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inequalities. One example is the commitment of some corporations to maintain 
female representation on their corporate boards. Such private ― sector efforts 
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